
TOWN OF SUMMERVILLE
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD – AGENDA

Summerville Municipal Complex
Summerville Council Chambers or Zoom Virtual Meeting

January 21, 2021 4:00 p.m.

Approval of December 17, 2020 meeting Minutes

APPLICANTS –
For additional information regarding this public meeting please contact the Planning Department at 843.851.5200.  All applications and related 

documents for this public meeting are available for review at the Planning Department during regular business hours, Monday–Friday, 8:30–5:00 
excluding Town of Summerville holidays.

Signs:
1. 231 Old Trolley Road – Manual Reader Board

OLD BUSINESS:
1. Summerville Charter School – New 42,900 SF Educational Campus on 9.42 ac located at 1899 Bacons Bridge Road (G-B)

The Applicant is requesting Preliminary Approval
2. Margaritas – Proposed façade renovations and new outdoor covered patio (D-MX)

The Applicant is requesting Final Approval
3. Springview Townhomes – Proposed 24 Unit Townhome Development on 2.37 ac located on Springview Drive (UC-MX)

The Applicant is requesting Preliminary Approval

NEW BUSINESS:
1. Summerville Nissan – Proposed New full service Nissan Dealership on 15 acres between Holiday Drive and I-26 (G-B)

The Applicant is requesting Conceptual Review

Misccelaneous:
1. Election of Officers

ADJOURN:

Posted December 11, 2020



Design Review Board Minutes
Thursday, December 17, 2020

Zoom Virtual Meeting

Members Present:
Bill Beauchene
Chris Campeau 
Chris Karpus
Hart Weatherford
Carolyn Rogerson

Staff Present:
Tim Macholl, Zoning Administrator
Bonnie Miley
Rebecca Brown
Jessi Shuler

Items on the agenda:
OLD BUSINESS:

None
NEW BUSINESS:
1. Palm Casual – New 18,000 SF retail building between Holiday Drive and I-26 (G-B)

The Applicant is requesting Conceptual Review
2. Summerville Charter School – New 42,900 SF Educational Campus on 9.42 ac located at 1899 Bacons Bridge Road 

(G-B)
The Applicant is requesting Conceptual Review

3. Central Avenue Town Homes – Proposed 60 Unit Townhome Development on 10.95 ac located at 1437 Central 
Avenue (UC-MX)

The Applicant is requesting Conceptual Review
4. Pine Street Offices – (2) New 480 SF office buildings on 0.20 ac (N-MX)

The Applicant is requesting Preliminary Approval
5. Wash Wizard Carwash – New proposed 7,000 carwash on 1.70 ac (UC-MX)

The Applicant is requesting Conceptual Review
6. Margaritas – Proposed façade renovations and new outdoor covered patio (D-MX)

The Applicant is requesting Preliminary Approval
7. Springview Townhomes – Proposed 24 Unit Townhome Development on 2.37 ac located on Springview Drive (UC-

MX)
The Applicant is requesting Conceptual Review

8. Varnfield – Proposed 20,900 sf in two office/warehouse buildings on 2.29 ac located on Varnfield Drive (LI)
The Applicant is requesting Preliminary and Final Approval

9. Summer Breeze – Proposed food trailer location located at 600 Boone Hill Road (G-B)
The Applicant is requesting Final Approval

10. Signs:

Miscellaneous:
None

The meeting was called to order at 4:02 pm by the Chairman. 

Mr. Campeau asked for consideration of the November 19, 2020 meeting minutes. Mr. Beauchene made a motion for approval of 
the minutes and Ms. Rogerson seconded. The motion carried 4-0.

Mr. Campeau asked for consideration of the December 3, 2020 meeting minutes. Mr. Beauchene made a motion for approval of the 
minutes and Ms. Rogerson seconded. The motion carried 4-0.
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Mr. Campeau suggested that it may be beneficial to amend the agenda to expedite the agenda, moving items 6, 7, 8, and 9 up to 
be discussed first and moving 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 behind those items. Mr. Campeau made a motion to amend the agenda as 
discussed. The motion was seconded by Mr. Beauchene. The motion carried 5-0.

OLD BUSINESS
None

NEW BUSINESS
6. Margaritas – The sixth item under New Business was a request for Preliminary Approval of a proposed façade renovation 
and outdoor covered patio expansion. Mr. Macholl introduced the project to the Board and addressed the staff comments regarding 
the project. Mr. Ron Denton, addressed the Board explaining that this location is an old 1970’s Hardees. They are looking to 
complete an update to the building to make it more contemporary. Maybe look like a hacienda, remove the mansard roof, and 
expand the outdoor patio. Patio would be covered with canvas and an aluminum frame. The expansion would be on the three 
parking spaces closest to the building. The concrete would be removed and replaced with pervious pavers. The intent is to maintain 
a safe distance from the grand oak at the front. Ms. Shuler pointed out that the Board does have the authority to approve and 
exception to the exterior finish requirements of the UDO. Mr. Karpus did not object to the exterior finish proposed. Mr. Beauchene 
thought it was a good proposal, and Ms. Rogerson asked about the color. Mr. Denton explained that it would be a white. Mr. 
Beauchene suggested a desert sand color. Mr. Campeau asked if the old parking spaces were being removed. Mr. Denton 
confirmed that the handicap spaces would be relocated. 

Ms. Rogerson made a motion for Preliminary Approval with comments noted. The motion was seconded by Mr. Karpus. The motion 
passed 5-0 with Mr. Campeau voting against.

7. Springview Townhomes – The seventh item under New Business was a request for Conceptual Review of a proposed 24 
unit Townhome development on 2.37 acres located on Springview Drive. Mr. Macholl explained that this is located in the Oakbrook 
area and the property is zoned UC-MX. He addressed staff’s comments and turned the discussion over to Mr. Chris Bonner. Mr. 
Bonner explained the project, it is proposed to be 24 units in 3 buildings. The site is constrained by easements, the layout turns 
inward with the buildings all facing the inner courtyard. Each unit has a front porch that faces the internal space. He explained these 
are conceptual plans, the plan is for them to be rental units developed with State SRDP Funding. There are additional building 
requirements to receive the funding including no wood siding, ADA Accessibility and other requirements. Articulation and front 
porches give depth. The site is surrounded by apartments and duplexes. He explained that the units are a mix of 2 and 3 bedroom 
units. Mr. Campeau asked about the depth of the front porches, and Mr. Bonner stated eight feet. Mr. Campeau thought that the 
site layout was good, and that the applicant had done a good job preserving trees on site. Mr. Karpus agreed, he thought that the 
roof line of the buildings looked great, he also wanted to know if there were back porches. Mr. Bonner explained that there would be 
a rear porch and storage. Mr. Karpus asked what type of siding material would be used. Mr. Bonner stated that the threshold for 
vinyl siding to meet the state requirements is very high and that they would probably be using cementitious siding. Mr. Karpus 
suggested breaking up the upper level facades with some vertical detailing. Mr. Beauchene agreed with the previous comments. 
Ms. Rogerson agreed that the rear facades needed some details because they would be visible from the streets. Mr. Weatherford 
liked the concept.

This being a conceptual review there was no vote.

8. Varnfield – The eighth item under New Business was a request for Preliminary and Final Approval of a proposed 
development of 20,900 sf in two buildings of office/warehouse space on 2.29 acres on Varnfield Drive. Mr. Karpus recused himself 
from the conversation. Mr. Macholl introduced the project, explaining that the applicant has a wetland delineation that is expiring 
and that they have requested preliminary and Final approval, even though they have not been before the board for conceptual 
review. Mr. Kyle Taylor addressed the board, explaining that this is the last undeveloped lot, it is a flag lot and has an extremely 
narrow frontage, just wide enough for a driveway and the required landscaping. The proposed materials on the buildings are 
consistent with the surrounding properties. The first building is intended to be mostly offices, with some warehouse space. The 
second building is mostly warehouse space. There will  be lay down yard for outdoor storage and large equipment. He discussed 
the proposed landscape plan. Mr. Taylor pointed out the tree preservation on site, and that the landscaping will mitigate for the tree 
proposed to be removed. The drive and laydown yard will be screened properly with landscaping. It was explained that Design build 
would be moving their offices to this location, the architect explained the design. He pointed out that dormers had been added to 
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add depth to the façade. Exterior materials include Split Face block and Ipe wood planks which surround the entrances. Standing 
seam metal roof will be used to finish the roof. Ash gray siding and standard black or anodized aluminum sort front windows. The 
proposed overhead door on the side of the building will be painted to match the rest of the building. Building 2 in a later phase, and 
will possibly be developed as leasable space. The building will have gray wall panels, with daylight panels at the top to allow light 
inside. The roof will have deep overhangs, overall the building is an open style structure allowing for an internal mezzanine. Mr. 
Campeau recommended awnings on the rear of the building, and pointed out that they are shown on the Rendering but not the 
elevation. The architect said it was a minor oversight and those are intended to be included. The Board requested that any 
materials samples be dropped off at town hall for viewing and approval. 

Mr. Beauchene made a motion for Final Approval with conditions noted, and material approval. Ms. Rogerson seconded the motion. 
The motion passed 4-0 with Mr. Karpus recusing himself.

9. Summer Breeze – The ninth item under New Business was a request for Final Approval for a proposed food trailer 
location at 600 Boone Hill Road. Mr. Macholl explained that the food trailer has been parked out front of the Summer Breeze Bar for 
a couple months now. The applicant was not aware of the required Town Permits or other requirements for food trucks and trailers. 
Upon being informed she immediately began the process to bring the situation into compliance. Ms. Tonya Adams addressed the 
Board explaining the situation. She purchased the private bar a couple years back and poured money into the business to renovate 
it. The Pandemic caused her to need to open it up to more people, to get a public license to sell alcohol she needed a kitchen to be 
able to serve food. The food trailer allows her to be able to meet the requirement. She indicated that more than 90% of the business 
for the trailer comes from bar patrons, and that they have no intent to move the trailer. Mr. Campeau said that he has seen similar 
situations. He suggested creating a courtyard with potted plants and screening with a fence of some sort. Ms. Adams explained that 
there is an existing fence around the outdoor seating area. Mr. Macholl explained that they had received prior approval for an 
outdoor covered seating area that does have a fence, but that fence does not go around the food trailer. Mr. Campeau suggested 
the addition of landscaping and screening,  and to revisit the situation in a year.

Mr. Beauchene made a motion for Final Approval with conditions that landscaping and screening be added around the trailer, and 
that the applicant come back in a year for reapproval. Mr. Weatherford seconded the motion. The motion  passed 5-0. 

1. Palm Casual – The first item under New Business was a request for Conceptual Review of a proposed 18,000 sf retail 
building located between Holiday Drive and I-26. Mr. Macholl introduced the project to the Board. Mr. Will Rogan addressed the 
Board pointing out the unique nature of the site, having a frontage on both Holiday Drive and I-26. The project is for the new 
location for the Patio Furniture store which is located on 17A. They are proposing an 18,000 sf retail/warehouse building. The 
parking is located on the side and to the rear of the building. The Building is proposed to front I-26 instead of Holiday Drive to get 
the greatest exposure. There is a proposed outdoor display area. The only development in the immediate vicinity are the 
apartments directly to the south on Holiday Drive. Mr. William Gray described the building. All features face I-26. Half of the building 
is retail space, the other half is warehouse. He said that the location in Bluffton really set the design for the brand. The building is 
mostly EIFS finish, with metal siding. Being a warehouse there is not much opportunity for glazing. He described the rendering, 
showing the point of view from I-26. Mr. Campeau addressed the applicants, telling them that  architecturally, any building 
developed in Town should look like it belongs in Summerville. This is a brick town, there used to be a brick plant, the board has 
encouraged and required brick on most development. He felt that this building really looks out of place. Based on the location this 
will be a highly visible building, and this design only has two sides that are dressed up. The building should slide to the Holiday 
Drive Frontage as the UDO requires. From a landscape perspective, the Town has stayed away from Palm trees, but he could 
understand their use in this project. The Town is not on the beach. Ms. Rogerson agreed with the points made by Mr. Campeau, 
and said that the Holiday Drive side needs to look better. Mr. Karpus said that architecturally it really needs work. Mr. Aaron 
Beasley addressed the Board. He told the Board that Palm Casual has 20 locations, and that this style building represents the 
brand standard being used for about 10 years. They want to be a part of Summerville, but the style of the building is the brand. He 
felt that the I-26 frontage is more important. Ms. Rogerson pointed out that the Holiday Drive frontage is where customers access 
the property and that side of the building does not look good. Mr. Beasley said that they could dress up that side. Mr. Karpus 
pointed out that the back of the building faces the access and it is essentially turning its back on Summerville. The design 
embraces Florida or the beach, not Summerville. Mr. Weatherford said that he did not support the layout with the building fronting 
on I-26. Mr. Campeau said that the building should contribute to the streetscape of Holiday Drive. Mr. Beauchene directed them to 
take a closer look at the other buildings on holiday Drive, and note that they have 360 Degree designs and look good from all four 
sides. The Board agreed that all four sides of the building should look good. 
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Mr. Rogan asked if the Board had a consensus on the site layout. Mr. Beauchene and Ms. Rogerson were OK with the layout but 
felt that the building really needed a lot of work design wise. Mr. Weatherford, Mr. Campeau, and Mr. Karpus felt that the building 
should front Holiday Drive. 

This being a Conceptual Review there was no vote.

2. Summerville Charter School – the second item under New Business was a request for Conceptual Review of a proposed 
42,900 SF Educational Campus at 1899 Bacons Bridge Road. Mr. Macholl addressed the proposal and staff comments. Ms. Casey 
Warfield and Mr. Max Bosso represented the project. Mr. Bosso explained that this is a project for Charter Schools USA which 
operates 100 schools, this will be his 40th school project. He said that they had built schools in Goose Creek and in Cane Bay. Ms. 
Warfield pointed out the constraints of the property, which drove the layout. There is flood plain, and wetlands. DOT required 
stacking on-site to accommodate all vehicles, so that they will not spill out onto Bacons Bridge. There will be no buses and a turn 
lane is required. The proposed parking above the 200% permitted is driven by the current operational standards at other locations. 
The architect addressed the design of the building and meeting the requirements of the Town’s UDO. Façade offsets were added 
with taller parapets. The building is tilt-wall construction. Windows meet the 8%. Mr. Campeau asked how the design of the building 
relates to Summerville. The architect responded that they used the brick in the design, tried to break it down into smaller surfaces, 
and establish a rhythm in the design of the upper portion of the building. The Board felt that it looked more like a warehouse. Ms. 
Rogerson asked if it was a two story building. The architect responded that it is not but that it is that height to meet the requirements 
of the UDO for a building of that size. Mr. Campeau said that he thought that the design of the building looked out of place on 
Bacons Bridge Road. This looked more like an urban style school building, and this section of Bacons Bridge looks more rural 
contextually. Operations of the building dictated the layout, the car loop drops off at the Gym, and children are funneled through the 
gym into the building every morning. Mr. Bosso shared images of other buildings to illustrate how the buildings look using the 
concrete panels. The Board was confuse by the layout and that the front entrance was on the far side of the gym. Mr. Bosso 
explained that the SC Department of Education has recommended this layout and that the front entrance faces Bacons Bridge. It 
was pointed out that any confusion in the site layout would be mitigated by the operations of the school. Charter School USA 
requires parent participation, volunteering their time in the operation of the school. Mr. Karpus pointed out that if the building were 
flipped the front entrance would be better defined, and it would create a courtyard at the front. Mr. Karpus expressed a concern that 
the tilt up panels limit the design and make it difficult to attain articulation. It looks more like a warehouse. He felt that the height of 
the building was really difficult to establish a good design. Mr. Campeau said that efficiency of construction should not dictate the 
design discussion. It does not fit into Summerville, and it is a very significant building in size. Mr. Bosso asked the Board for specific 
issues and comments that need to be addressed to continue to move the project forward on the tight timeline. Mr. Karpus said that 
less painted concrete would be better. More traditional details around windows and doors. Mr. Weatherford asked about the site 
constraints and how they were dealing with the floodway and flood plain. Ms. Warfield pointed out the compensatory storage on 
site. The Board recommended looking at Sandhill Elementary at Summers Corner, and the old Rollings Middle School.

This being a Conceptual Review there was no vote.

3. Central Avenue Town Homes – The third item under New Business was a request for Conceptual Review of a proposed 
60 unit townhouse development on 10.95 acres located between White Gable Drive and Guilford drive. Mr. Macholl introduced the 
project. Mr. Chris Migaldi from Lennar explained the project, with UC-MX zoning it requires the townhomes to front the road and 
vehicular access be to the rear. He described an alley loaded development with some units front facing central avenue, required 
detention is at the back of the development between White Gables and the development. No grand trees are proposed to be 
removed, and all existing structures on the property will be removed. A 15-20 foot buffer will be part of the proposed development. 
Mr. Tim Lenjin Described the design of the buildings, alley loaded, the exterior finishes are mixed with brick and various siding 
materials. Some will have bay windows. 1,850-2400 sf units, with Master bedroom downstairs. The Board agreed that the site 
layout worked well and that the overall design of the units was good with a mix of materials. 

This being a Conceptual Review there was no vote.

4. Pine Street Offices – The fourth item under New Business was a request for Preliminary Approval of a proposed two unit 
office development (480 sf per unit) on 0.20 acres. Mr. Macholl introduced the project and addressed staff comments. Mr. Elliott 
Locklair presented the case for the applicant. He described the location on Pine Street. It is a currently undeveloped property with 
residential and commercial uses directly adjacent. There are wetlands on the property which require a 25 foot buffer pushing the 
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development closer to Pine Street. They intend to use Low Impact Development Practices to address the stormwater concerns for 
the site. The property sheet flows from the road to the rear of the property. He described the development as similar to the one 
across the street from the post office on Gum Street. DOT approved the location of the access drive but not the sidewalk in the 
ROW. They are requesting a waiver for the location of the front entrances on the buildings. Landscaping is being addressed  
pointing out that the trees preserved on site will contribute to the planting requirements. Based on the buildings in the vicinity, the 
offices were designed to look like houses. Mr. Campeau pointed out that the size and other site issues make this a challenge. He 
did not feel that the area needed more brick ranches, and that this could be an opportunity for something unique to the area. 
Possibly using hardi siding and a metal roof would set this apart. Mr. Beauchene agreed, and added that the pitch of the roof could 
be changed and that the proposed shutters should be operable.  Mr. Karpus agreed on the hardi siding but felt the shutters should 
be removed. Bring up the foundation and enhance the trim lines, try to stay away from the residential ranch look. The Board asked 
about the wall height and suggested a 9’ floor to ceiling. Mr. Weatherford agreed on the architectural design suggestions, and 
asked about the number of parking spaces. Mr. Locklair explained there are four spaces. 

Mr. Beauchene made a motion for Final Approval with comments noted. The motion was seconded by Ms. Rogerson. Mr. Campeau 
asked for any further discussion. He expressed  a concern for the number of comments concerning the materials and design of the 
building. Mr. Beauchene asked if he could amend his motion to allow staff to send out revised drawings, and that a subcommittee 
be tasked with approving the changes to the design. Mr. Karpus and Mr. Campeau were suggested as members of the 
subcommittee. The Motion was amended and the Chairman called for the vote. The amended motion carried 5-0. 

5. Wash Wizard Carwash – The fifth item under New Business was a request for Conceptual Review of a proposed 7,000 sf 
carwash on 1.70 acres, off of Ladson Road. Mr. Macholl introduced the project, explaining the location and staff comments. Mr. 
Thomas martin represented the applicant and detailed that this is directly next to the new Parker’s Kitchen under construction at the 
corner of Ladson Road and Limehouse Drive. The stacking lane is north of the Parkers site and has multiple lanes to allow for 
many cars. Taking into account the comments from the board at the previous approval for a carwash at this site. Mr. Will Morrison 
described the architecture as similar to the approval from 2018. He described it as parallel volumes flanked by towers. They are 
considering matching the brick being used on the Parkers building. There is a proposed parapet to hide the roof top mechanicals. 
They are still working on the details, but the design will include brick piers and a standing seam metal roof. Mr. Campeau was 
supportive of the project and stressed that it was important to address staff comments. Mr. Karpus liked the material choices and 
massing, and asked for a color rendering to get a better idea of the look of the building. Mr. Brian Cook showed some pictures of 
the recently completed location on N. main near College Park Road. The Board directed that the vacuum mechanicals be moved as 
far from the road as is practical. Mr. Cook agreed that they could be moved centrally. Mr. Karpus asked for details on the canopy. 
Mr. Morrison said that those are still being worked on. 

This being a Conceptual Review there was no vote.

MISCELLANEOUS:
None

ADJOURN:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:13 PM on a motion by Ms. Rogerson and a second by Mr. 
Beauchene. The motion passed unanimously.

Respectfully Submitted, Date:  ________________ 

Tim Macholl
Zoning Administrator

Approved: Chris Campeau, Chairman _____________________________________; or,

Michael Gregor, Vice Chairman ______________________________________




